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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-17 are pending in this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-6,8,9,11,12 and 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Pat. No. 6,529,932 B1 to Dadiomov et al. in view of U.S. 
Pat. No. 5,956,710 to Yarom. 

4. As to claim 1 , Dadiomov teaches a method for simplifying control of a group of 
computer programs within a group of cooperating communication managers, which 
access computer system resources held in computer system memory ("...local resource 
manager..." message queue..." Col. 1 Ln. 57 - 67, Col. 2 Ln. 1 - 7, figures 2/6 (MQ 
Managers) Col. 4 Ln. 51 - 67, Col. 5 Ln. 1 - 58, Col. 10 Ln. 30-67), the method 
including the steps of: providing connection services to each computer program within 
the group of computer programs (Ack. Queue 132, Status Queue 112/182, Queue 78, 
Trans Queue 162, Non-Trans Queue 164, Foreign Queue 172) to enable access to a 
shared access memory that is accessible to each of the group of cooperating 
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communication managers ("...connector computer..." Col. 2 Ln. 8-21, "...routes..." 
Col. 7 Ln. 31 - 54, figure 6 Col. 10 Ln. 31 - 67); providing a set of command target 
qualifiers specifically identifying at least one of the group of cooperating communication 
managers to which a command should be targeted (Message ID 122 Col. 7 Ln. 55-64, 
"...message..." Col. 10 Ln. 36 - 44), wherein the set of command target qualifiers 
includes at least one command target qualifier indicating that a single command should 
be targeted to members of the group of cooperating communication managers 
("...sending application can send multiple request messages to different receivers at 
one time..." Col. 4 Ln. 43-50, figure 6 "...message..." Col. 10 Ln. 36-67). 

Dadiomov is silent with respect to providing a set of scope definitions of the 
command for association with respective computer system resources, which are used 
by the at least one of the group cooperating communication managers for processing 
data to determine the scope of access and change rights for the computer system 
resources and for determining whether computer system resources should be stored in 
said shared access memory, and for identifying computer system resources to which a 
command is to be applied by reference to their associated scope definitions. 

Yarom teaches providing a set of scope definitions of the command for 
association with respective computer system resources, which are used by the at least 
one of the group cooperating communication managers for processing data to 
determine the scope of access and change rights for the computer system resources 
and for determining whether computer system resources should be stored in said 
shared access memory, and for identifying computer system resources to which a 
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command is to be applied by reference to their associated scope definitions 
("...query..." Col. 5 Ln. 23 - 35, Col. 5 Ln. 66 - 67, Col. 6 Ln. 12 - 36, Ln. 54 - 59, Col. 
7 Ln. 32 - 35). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the system of Dadiomov with the teaching of Yarom 
because the teaching of Yarom would improve the system of Dadiomov by determining 
whether a user application has sufficient authority or privileges to execute a particular 
system calls to either read or write data (Yarom Col. 6 Ln. 12 - 22). 

5. As to claim 2, Yarom teaches a method according to claim 1 wherein respective 
ones of said set of scope definitions are associated with respective computer system 
resources in response to setting of a scope parameter during a computer system 
resource creation operation ("...holds..." Col. 6 Ln. 17 - 22). 

6. As to claim 3, Yarom teaches a method according to claim 1 , wherein said set of 
scope definitions include a shared scope option for association with respective 
computer system resource, said shared scope definition determining that the respective 
computer system resource should be stored in said shared access memory and should 
be accessible to all cooperating communication managers in said group (Col. 6 Ln. 56 - 
59, Col. 7 Ln. 32-35). 
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7. As to claim 4, Yarom teaches a method according to claim 3, further comprising 
saving a computer system resource to said shared access memory in response to 
specifying a shared scope during creation of the computer system resource (Col. 6 Ln. 
56 - 59, Col. 7 Ln. 32 - 35). 

8. As to claim 5, Yarom teaches a method according to claim 1 , wherein said set of 
scope definitions include a group scope option for association with respective computer 
system resources, said group scope option determining that the respective computer 
system resources should be stored in said shared access memory (Col. 6 Ln. 12 - 22, 
Col. 6 Ln. 56 - 59, Col. 7 Ln. 32 - 35). 

Dadimov teaches that copies of said respective computer system resources should be 
created and stored in local storage of each cooperating communication manager in said 
group of cooperating communication managers (Step 208 "...stores..." Col. 6 Ln. 62 - 
64, Col. 11 Ln. 1-5). 

9. As to claim 6, see the rejection of claims 1-4 above. 

10. As to claim 8, Dadiomov teaches a command interface according to claim 6, 
wherein said command target qualifier has at least a first specifiable parameter value, 
indicating that a command should be applied to all members of the group of cooperating 
communication manager ("...sending application can send multiple request messages 
to different receivers at one time..." Col. 4 Ln. 43 - 50, Message ID 122 Col. 7 Ln. 55 - 
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64, "...message..." Col. 10 Ln. 36 - 44) and a second specifiable parameter value 
indicating that a command should be targeted of an individual cooperating 
communication manager of the group of cooperating communication managers 
("...sending application can send multiple request messages to different receivers at 
one time..." Col. 4 Ln. 43-50, Message ID 122 Col. 7 Ln. 55-64, "...message..." Col. 
1 0 Ln. 36 - 44, Col. 1 2 Ln. 1 0 -1 8). 

11. As to claims 9 and 1 1 , see the rejection of claim 6. 

12. As to claim 12, see the rejection of claims 1 and 2 above. 

1 3. As to claim 14, Dadiomov teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
cooperating communication managers are queue managers ("...local resource 
manager..." Col. 1 Ln. 57 - 67, Col. 2 Ln. 1 - 7, figure 2 Col. 4 Ln. 57 - 67, Col. 5 Ln. 4 
-19, figure 6 MQ Manager). 

14. As to claim 1 5, Dadiomov teaches the command interface of claim 9, wherein 
the cooperating communication managers are queue managers, and wherein the at 
least one computer program is a queue ("...local resource manager... MQ..." Col. 1 Ln. 
57 - 67, Col. 2 Ln. 1 - 7, figure 2 Col. 4 Ln. 57 - 67, Col. 5 Ln. 4 - 19, figure 6 MQ 
Manager). 
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15. As to claims 16 and 17, see the rejection of claim 15 above. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

16. Claims 7,10 and 13 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 4/19/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues in substance that (1) is difficult interpret the office action 
because the rejection includes several cited passages of the prior art, (2) the Yaom 
prior art does not teach or suggest computer system resources to which a command is 
to be applied, (3) the Dadiomov and Yarom prior arts are not analogous because 
Dadiomov's message is a network message while Yarom's message is a query, (4) the 
Dadiomov prior art does not teach that its destination ID may include an indication that 
the message is to be sent to all queues and (5) none of the cited references teaches 
that the cooperating communication managers are queue managers and none of the 
cited references teach that the computer program is a queue. 

Examiner respectfully traverses Applicant's arguments: 
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As to point (1), the Examiner acknowledges citing several passages from the 
cited references. The multiple cited passages are used to reference all applicable 
teaching of the prior arts. 

As to point (2), the Yarom prior art includes a database that stores user 
identification, privileges and access rights for determining whether a user application 
has sufficient authority or privileges to execute a particular system calls to either read or 
write data. The set of scope definitions are used by the at least one of the group 
cooperating communication managers for processing data to determine the scope of 
access and change rights for the computer system resources. The Yarom prior art 
teaches a least computer system memory to which a user would be seeking the read or 
write request to, thus allowing the Yarom prior art to provide computer system 
resources. 

As to point (3), it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the 
field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular 
problem with which the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis 
for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 
USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the Dadimomov prior art discloses a 
method and system for processing distributed transactions that integrates the execution 
of operations of a transaction on separate computers with the exactly once in-order 
message delivery of a message queuing system to allow the transaction operations to 
be performed atomically and asynchronously. The Yarom prior art discloses a database 
interface including a queue manager coupled to a request queue, the queue manager 
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receives database query and generates response to the database request/query. For at 
least the reason that the both the Dadimov and Yarom prior art are asynchronous 
means for satisfying a request, the two references are analogous. 

As to point (4), it seems that Applicant ignored the passage the Examiner relied 
upon in rejecting this claim limitation. Although the "message ID" of the Dadimov prior 
art does not explicitly disclose an indication that the message is to be sent to all queues, 
the Dadimov prior art does teach this limitation. The cited passage indicates that a 
"sending application could send multiple request messages to different receivers at 
one time" (Col. 4 Ln. 43 - 50), which implies that a sending application could send, in a 
single command, messages to different receivers. 

As to point (5), Applicant makes these assertions but fails to point out how the 
cited passages do not meet or cover the claimed invention. The Dadiomov prior art 
including its figures is replete with the queue and queue managers. The Examiner does 
not understand what other specificity Applicant requires besides the cited figures in 
addition with cited passages. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Charles E. Anya whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3757. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:30-6:00) First Friday off. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, An Meng-Ai can be reached on (571 ) 272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Charles E Anya 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2194 

cea. 




